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Ronald Reagan: Tributes

The death of Ronald Reagan, aged 93, has prompted tributes from current and former world
leaders and other senior figures.

Most agreed that the former U.S. president was a man who changed America and the direction of
international history. Here are some of their comments:
______________________________________________________________________________________
U.S. President George W. Bush

This is a sad hour in the life of America.  A great American life has come to an end.

Ronald Reagan won America's respect with his greatness, and won its love with his goodness. He
had the confidence that comes with conviction, the strength that comes with character, the grace
that comes with humility, and the humour that comes with wisdom.

He leaves behind a nation he restored and a world he helped save.
______________________________________________________________________________________
British Prime Minister Tony Blair

At home, his vision and leadership restored national self-confidence and brought some significant
changes to U.S. politics.

Abroad, the negotiations of arms control agreements in his second term and his statesmanlike pursuit
of more stable relations with the Soviet Union helped bring about the end of the Cold War.
______________________________________________________________________________________
Former British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher

President Reagan was one of my closest political and dearest personal friends.

He will be missed not only by those who knew him, and not only by the nation that he served so
proudly and loved so deeply, but also by millions of men and women who live in freedom today
because of the policies he pursued.

Ronald Reagan had a higher claim than any other leader to have won the Cold War for liberty, and
he did it without a shot being fired.

To have achieved so much against so many odds and with such humour and humanity made Ronald
Reagan a truly great American hero.
______________________________________________________________________________________
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Former Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev

I feel great regret.

Reagan was a statesman who, despite all disagreements that existed between our countries at the time,
displayed foresight and determination to meet our proposals halfway and change our relations for the
better, stop the nuclear race, start scrapping nuclear weapons, and arrange normal relations between
our countries.
______________________________________________________________________________________
Former U.S. President George Bush

People ask me, 'Well, what was so special about President Reagan?'

And on a personal basis, it was his kindness, his decency, his sense of humour - unbelievable - and he
had a wonderful way where you could disagree with him.
______________________________________________________________________________________
U.S. Secretary of State Colin Powell

President Reagan fuelled the spirit of America.

His smile, his optimism, his total belief in the ultimate triumph of democracy and freedom, and his
willingness to act on that belief, helped end the Cold War and usher in a new and brighter phase of
history.
______________________________________________________________________________________
California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger

I am deeply saddened by the passing of President Reagan.

He was a great American patriot. I did not just admire him, I was fortunate enough to know him.

He was a hero to me.
______________________________________________________________________________________
French President Jacques Chirac

A great statesman who through the strength of his convictions and his commitment to democracy will
leave a deep mark in history.
______________________________________________________________________________________
Japanese Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi

The foundation of the Japan-U.S. alliance that now serves as a driving force to solve international
issues with other countries was built during President Reagan's era.
______________________________________________________________________________________
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South Korean President Roh Moo-hyun

He made great efforts to overcome the Cold War. In particular, it will be highly evaluated that he made
so many achievements for peace and stabilisation in the Korean peninsula and helped bolster the
alliance between South Korea and the United States. South Koreans will remember that.
______________________________________________________________________________________
Canadian Prime Minister Paul Martin

His wit, warmth and unique capacity to communicate helped to make him one of the most influential
figures in the second half of the 20th Century.
______________________________________________________________________________________
Pakistani President Pervez Musharraf

The news of president Reagan's death has greatly saddened us. Reagan will be remembered for his
great vision and commitment to freedom. His contribution in securing world peace has earned him a
permanent place in history.
______________________________________________________________________________________
Israel Prime Minister Ariel Sharon

President Reagan was a friend to Israel and during his presidency relations between the two countries
were based on both understanding and co-operation.
______________________________________________________________________________________
Former German Chancellor Helmut Kohl

His [Reagan's] consistent championing of freedom contributed decisively to overcoming the division of
Europe and Germany. We Germans have much to thank Ronald Reagan for.
______________________________________________________________________________________
Former Polish President Lech Walesa

Somewhere at the turn of the 1980s a number of politicians and others at different points on the globe
began moving towards a single goal: the overthrow of the murderous communist system that had the
blood of 200 million people on its hands. Reagan was one of the world leaders who made a major
contribution to communism's collapse.
______________________________________________________________________________________
Former Georgian President and Soviet Foreign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze

I am very heartbroken, very heartbroken. He was one of the biggest partners for me - not only for me
but for the Soviet authorities. By the way, you know what Bush told Gorbachev and me? If you manage
to convince Reagan, if you manage to agree with Reagan, everything will be decided the way you have
agreed. Reagan is a real man. These are the words of Bush senior.
______________________________________________________________________________________
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Former Lithuanian parliamentary Speaker Vytautas Landsbergis

A man died who believed in freedom and changed the world. This is President Ronald Reagan, to
whom Lithuania is grateful and will remain grateful for his firm resistance to the Evil Empire, giving
us an opportunity for us to regain our freedom and return to democracy.
______________________________________________________________________________________
King Mohammed VI of Morocco

The late president was a unique statesman who marked his era by raising the profile and reputation of
your great country and serving your friendly people with skilfulness, mastery and dedication.
______________________________________________________________________________________
President Pervez Musharraf of Pakistan

President Reagan will be remembered for his great vision and commitment to freedom. His
contribution in securing world peace has earned him a permanent place in history. Ronald Reagan was
not only one of the greatest American presidents, but also a very close friend and ally of Pakistan.
______________________________________________________________________________________
President Chen Shui-bian of Taiwan

For the Republic of China [Taiwan], Reagan will be remembered as a good friend whose support
helped the island survive many crises, and his death is an immeasurable loss both to the country and
to the world.
______________________________________________________________________________________
Australian Prime Minister John Howard

More than anybody else, he followed the policies that led to the collapse of the Soviet Union, the end
of the Cold War and the final victory of a more free-market approach to the management of
economies over the centrally planned approach in the old Eastern states.



President Ronald W. Reagan    Reprinted from The Washington Post, June 6, 2004
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Thanks From a Grateful Country
For a man who changed the world, Ronald Reagan sure was modest.
BY PEGGY NOONAN

Monday, June 7, 2004

He was dying for years and the day came and somehow it came as a blow. Not a loss but a blow.
How could this be? Maybe we were all of us more loyal to him, and to the meaning of his life, than
we quite meant to be.

And maybe it's more.

This was a life with size. It had heft, and meaning. And I am thinking of what Stephen Vincent
Benet, a writer whom he quoted, wrote on the death of his friend Scott Fitzgerald. "You can take off
your hats now, gentlemen, and I think perhaps you'd better."

Ronald Reagan was not unappreciated at the end, far from it. But he was at the beginning.

His story was classically, movingly rags-to-riches; he was a nobody who became a somebody in the
American way, utterly on his own and with the help of millions.

He was just under 10 when the Roaring Twenties began, 16 when Lindbergh flew the ocean; he
remembered as a little boy giving a coin to a doughboy leaning out a window of a troop train going
east to the ships that would take them to the Marne and the Argonne Forest.

Ronald, nicknamed Dutch, read fiction. He liked stories of young men battling for the good and
true. A story he wrote in college had a hero arriving home from the war and first thing calling his
girl. Someone else answered. Who is calling? "Tell her it's the president," he said. He wrote that
when he was 20 years old.

Many years later, in middle age, he was visited by a dream in which he was looking for a house. He
was taken to a mansion with white walls and high sparkling windows. It was majestic. "This is a
house that is available at a price I can afford," he would think to himself. And then he'd come
awake. From the day he entered the White House for the first time as president he never had the
dream again.

His family didn't have much – no money, no local standing – and they were often embarrassed. Jack
Reagan was alcoholic and itinerant, a shoe salesman who drank when things were looking up. They
moved a lot. His mother was an Evangelical Christian who was often out of the house helping
others or taking in work at home. (Like Margaret Thatcher's mother, and Pope John Paul's too, Nell
Reagan worked as a seamstress at home, sewing clothes for money.)
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Dutch and his brother Moon were often on their own. From his father he learned storytelling and
political views that were liberal for the time and place. In old age he remembered with pride that his
father would smack him if he ever said anything as a child that showed racial or religious bigotry. His
mother gave him religious faith, which helped him to trust life and allowed him to be an optimist,
which was his nature.

He wanted to be an artist, a cartoonist, a writer. Then he wanted to be a sportscaster on radio, and
talked his way in. Then he wanted to be an actor. He went to Hollywood, became a star, did work that
he loved and married Jane Wyman, a more gifted actor than he. They were mismatched, but she
proved in her way to be as old-school as he. In the decades after their divorce and long after he rose
to power, she never spoke publicly of him, not to get in the news when her career was waning and
not for money. She could have hurt him and never did.

He volunteered for action in World War II, was turned away by doctors who told him with eyesight
like his he'd probably shoot his own officer and miss. But they let him join behind the lines and he
served at "Fort Roach" in Los Angeles, where he made training and information films. After the war,
Ronald Reagan went on the local speaking circuit, talking of the needs of veterans and lauding the
leadership of FDR and Truman. Once a woman wrote to him and noted that while he had movingly
denounced Nazism, there was another terrible "ism," communism, and he ought to mention that, too.
In his next speech, to industry people and others, he said that if communism ever proved itself the
threat to decency that Nazism was, he'd denounce it, too. Normally he got applause in this part of the
speech. Now he was met by silence.

In that silence he built his future, becoming a man who'd change the world.

The long education began. He studied communism, read Marx, read the Founders and the
conservative philosophers from Burke to Burnham. He began to tug right. The Democratic Party and
his industry continued to turn left. There was a parting.

A word on his intellectual reflexes. Ronald Reagan was not a cynic – he did not assume the worst
about people. But he was a skeptic; he knew who we are. He did not think that people with great
degrees or great success were necessarily smart, for instance. He had no interest in credentialism. He
once told me an economist was a fellow with a Phi Beta Kappa key on one end of his chain and no
watch on the other. That's why they never know what time it is. He didn't say this with asperity, but
with mirth.

He did not dislike intellectuals – his heroes often were intellectuals, from the Founders straight
through Milton Friedman and Hayek and Solzhenitsyn. But he did not favor the intellectuals of his
own day, because he thought they were in general thick-headed. He thought that many of the 20th
century's intellectuals were high-IQ dimwits. He had an instinctive agreement with Orwell's putdown
that a particular idea was so stupid that only an intellectual would believe it.
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He thought that intellectuals, like the great liberal academics of the latter half of the 20th century,
tended to tie themselves in great webs of complexity, webs they'd often spun themselves – great
complicated things that they'd get stuck in, and finally get out of, only to go on and construct a new
web for mankind to get caught in. The busy little spiders from Marx through Bloomsbury – some of
whom, such as the Webbs, were truly the stupidest brilliant people who ever lived – through Harvard
and Yale and the American left circa 1900-90.

As president of the Screen Actors Guild he led the resistance to a growing communist presence in the
unions and, with allies such as William Holden, out-argued the boutique leftism of the Hollywood
salons. But when a small army of congressional gasbags came to town, Ronald Reagan told the House
Un-American Activities Committee that Hollywood could police itself, thank you. By the time it was
over, even his harshest foes admitted he'd been fair. In the '90s, an actress who'd been blacklisted, her
career ruined, was invited by historians of Hollywood to criticize him. She said yes, she remembered
him well. He was boring at parties. He was always talking about how great the New Deal was.

He wanted to be a great actor, but it never happened. He was a good actor. He married Nancy Davis, a
young actress who'd gone to Smith. On their first date, she told me once, she was impressed. "He
didn't talk, the way actors do, about their next part. He talked about the Civil War." They had children,
made a life; she was his rock.

In 1962 he became a Republican; in 1966, with considerable initial reluctance, he ran for governor of
California. The establishment of the day labeled him a right-wing movie star out of touch with
California values; he beat the incumbent, Pat Brown, in a landslide. He completed two successful
terms in which he started with a huge budget deficit, left behind a modest surplus, cut taxes and got
an ulcer. About the latter he was amazed. Even Jack Warner hadn't been able to give him an ulcer! But
one day it went away. Prayer groups that did not know of his condition had been praying for him. He
came to think their prayers healed him.

In his first serious bid for the presidency, in 1976, he challenged his own party's beleaguered
incumbent, the hapless Gerald Ford. Ronald Reagan fought valiantly, state by state, almost unseated
Mr. Ford, and returned from the convention having given one of the best speeches of his life. He told
his weeping volunteers not to become cynical but to take the experience as inspiration. He promised
he wouldn't go home and sit in a rocking chair. He quoted an old warrior: "I will lie me down and
bleed awhile / And then I will rise and fight again." Four years later, he won the presidency from
Jimmy Carter after a mean-spirited onslaught in which he was painted as racist, a man who knew
nothing, a militarist. He won another landslide.

Once again he had nobody with him but the people.

In his presidency he did this: He out-argued communism and refused to accept its claim of moral
superiority; he rallied the West, rallied America and continued to make big gambles, including a
defense-spending increase in a recession. He promised he'd place Pershings in Europe if the Soviets
would not agree to arms reductions, and told Soviet leaders that they'd never be able to beat us in
defense, that we'd spend them into the ground. They were suddenly reasonable.
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Ronald Reagan told the truth to a world made weary by lies. He believed truth was the only
platform on which a better future could be built. He shocked the world when he called the Soviet
Union "evil," because it was, and an "empire," because it was that, too. He never stopped bringing
his message to the people of the world, to Europe and China and in the end the Soviet Union. And
when it was over, the Berlin Wall had been turned into a million concrete souvenirs, and Soviet
communism had fallen. But of course it didn't fall. It was pushed. By Mr. Know Nothing Cowboy
Gunslinger Dimwit. All presidents should be so stupid.

He pushed down income taxes too, from a high of 70% when he entered the White House to a new
low of 28% when he left, igniting the long boom that, for all its ups and downs, is with us still. He
believed, as JFK did, that a rising tide lifts all boats. He did much more, returning respect to our
armed forces, changing 50-year-old assumptions about the place of government and the place of the
citizen in the new America.

What an era his was. What a life he lived. He changed history for the better and was modest about
it. He didn't bray about his accomplishments but saw them as the work of the American people. He
did not see himself as entitled, never demanded respect, preferred talking to hotel doormen rather
than State Department functionaries because he thought the doormen brighter and more interesting.
When I pressed him once, a few years out of the presidency, to say what he thought the meaning of
his presidency was, he answered, reluctantly, that it might be fairly said that he "advanced the
boundaries of freedom in a world more at peace with itself." And so he did. And what could be
bigger than that?

To be young and working in his White House at that time in human history, was – well, we felt
privileged to be there, with him. He made us feel not that we were born in a time of trouble but that
we'd been born, luckily, at a time when we could end some trouble. We believed him. I'd think: This
is a wonderful time to be alive. And when he died I thought: If I'd walked into the Oval Office 20
years ago to tell him that, he'd look up from whatever he was writing, smile, look away for a second
and think, It's pretty much always a wonderful time.

And then he'd go back to his work.

And now he has left us. We will talk the next 10 days about who he was and what he did. It's not
hard to imagine him now in a place where his powers have been returned to him and he's himself
again – sweet-hearted, tough, funny, optimistic and very brave. You imagine him snapping one of
those little salutes as he turns to say goodbye. Today I imagine saluting right back. Do you? We
should do it the day he's buried, or when he lies in state in the Capitol Rotunda. We should say,
"Good on you, Dutch." Thanks from a grateful country.
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An Optimist’s Legacy
By George F. Will

June 6, 2004

  One measure of a leader’s greatness is this: By the time he dies the dangers that summoned him
to greatness have been so thoroughly defeated, in no small measure by what he did, it is difficult to
recall the magnitude of those dangers or of his achievements. So if you seek Ronald Reagan’s
monument, look around and consider what you do not see.

  The Iron Curtain that scarred a continent is gone, as is the Evil Empire responsible for it. The
feeling of foreboding — the sense of shrunken possibilities — that afflicted Americans 20 years
ago has been banished by a new birth of the American belief in perpetually expanding horizons.

  In the uninterrupted flatness of the Midwest, where Reagan matured, the horizon beckons to
those who would be travelers. He traveled far, had a grand time all the way, and his cheerfulness
was contagious. It was said of Dwight Eisenhower — another much-loved son of the prairie —
that his smile was his philosophy. That was true of Reagan, in this sense: He understood that when
Americans have a happy stance toward life, confidence flows and good things happen. They raise
families, crops, living standards and cultural values; they settle the land, make deserts bloom,
destroy tyrannies.

  Reagan was the last president for whom the Depression — the years when America stopped
working — was a formative experience. Remarkably, the 1930s formed in him a talent for
happiness. It was urgently needed in the 1980s, when the pessimism of the intelligentsia was
infecting people with the idea that America had passed its apogee and was ungovernable.

  It also was said then that the presidency destroyed its occupants. But Reagan arrived at the office,
looked around and said, “This is fun. Let’s saddle up and go for a ride.” Which he did, sometimes
in the middle of the afternoon. Scolds, who thought presidents were only serious when miserable,
were scandalized.

  In an amazingly fecund 27-month period, Margaret Thatcher, Pope John Paul II and Reagan
came to office. The pope and the president had been actors. Reagan said he wondered how
presidents who have not been actors could function. Certainly the last century’s greatest
democratic leaders — Churchill, FDR — mastered the theatrical dimension of politics.
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  Good actors, including political actors, do not deal in unrealities. Rather, they create realities that
matter — perceptions, aspirations, allegiances. Reagan in his presidential role made vivid the
values, particularly hopefulness and friendliness, that give cohesion and dynamism to this
continental nation.

  A democratic leader’s voice should linger in his nation’s memory, an echo of his exhortations.
Reagan’s mellifluous rhetoric lingers like a melody that evokes fond memories. Because of
demagogues, rhetoric has a tainted reputation in our time. However, Reagan understood that
rhetoric is central to democratic governance. It can fuse passion and persuasion, moving free people
to freely choose what is noble.

  He understood the axiom that people, especially Americans, with their Founders’ creed and vast
reservoirs of decency, more often need to be reminded than informed. And he understood the
economy of leadership — the need to husband the perishable claim a leader has on the attention of
this big, boisterous country.

  To some, Reagan seemed the least complicated of men — an open book that the country had
completely read. However, he had the cunning to know the advantage of being underestimated. He
was more inward than he seemed. And much tougher. The stricken fields of American and world
politics are littered with those who did not anticipate the steel behind his smile.

  The oldest person ever elected president had a sure sense of modernity, as when he told students at
Moscow University that mankind is emerging from the economy of muscle and entering the
economy of mind. “The key,” he said, “is freedom,” but freedom grounded in institutions such as
courts and political parties. Otherwise, “freedom will always be looking over its shoulder. A bird on
a tether, no matter how long the rope, can always be pulled back.”

  Reagan was a friendly man with one close friend. He married her. He had one other great love, for
the American people, a love intense, public and reciprocated.

  Presidents usually enter the White House as shiny and freshly minted dimes and leave tarnished.
Reagan left on the crest of a wave of affection that intensified in response to the gallantry with
which he met illness in his final years.

  Today, Americans gratefully recall that at a turbulent moment in their national epic, Reagan
became the great reassurer, the steadying captain of our clipper ship. He calmed the passengers —
and the sea.
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RENDEZVOUS WITH DESTINY
CAMPAIGN ADDRESS FOR GOLDWATER PRESIDENTIAL CAMPAIGN
By RONALD W. REAGAN (October 27, 1964)

This speech is a verbatim transcript of "The Speech" given as a portion of a pre-recorded, nationwide
televised program sponsored by Goldwater-Miller on behalf of Barry Goldwater, Republican candidate
for the presidency whom Ronald Reagan actively supported.

Thank you very much. Thank you and good evening. The sponsor has been identified, but unlike most
television programs, the performer hasn't been provided with a script. As a matter of fact, I have been
permitted to choose my own ideas regarding the choice that we face in the next few weeks.

I have spent most of my life as a Democrat. I recently have seen fit to follow another course. I believe that
the issues confronting us cross party lines. Now, one side in this campaign has been telling us that the
issues of this election are the maintenance of peace and prosperity. The line has been used "We've never
had it so good."

But I have an uncomfortable feeling that this prosperity isn't something on which we can base our hopes
for the future. No nation in history has ever survived a tax burden that reached a third of its national
income. Today, 37 cents of every dollar earned in this country is the tax collector's share, and yet our
government continues to spend $17 million a day more than the government takes in. We haven't balanced
our budget 28 out of the last 34 years.

We have raised our debt limit three times in the last twelve months, and now our national debt is one and a
half times bigger than all the combined debts of all the nations in the world. We have $15 billion in gold in
our treasury – we don't own an ounce. Foreign dollar claims are $27.3 billion, and we have just had
announced that the dollar of 1939 will now purchase 45 cents in its total value.

As for the peace that we would preserve, I wonder who among us would like to approach the wife or
mother whose husband or son has died in South Vietnam and ask them if they think this is a peace that
should be maintained indefinitely. Do they mean peace, or do they mean we just want to be left in peace?
There can be no real peace while one American is dying some place in the world for the rest of us. We are
at war with the most dangerous enemy that has ever faced mankind in his long climb from the swamp to
the stars, and it has been said if we lose that war, and in doing so lose this way of freedom of ours, history
will record with the greatest astonishment that those who had the most to lose did the least to prevent its
happening. Well, I think it's time we ask ourselves if we still know the freedoms that were intended for us
by the Founding Fathers.

Not too long ago two friends of mine were talking to a Cuban refugee, a businessman who had escaped
from Castro, and in the midst of his story one of my friends turned to the other and said, "We don't know
how lucky we are." And the Cuban stopped and said, "How lucky you are! I had someplace to escape to."
In that sentence he told us the entire story. If we lose freedom here, there is no place to escape to. This is
the last stand on Earth. And this idea that government is beholden to the people, that it has no other source
of power except to sovereign people, is still the newest and most unique idea in all the long history of



Majority Message
U.S. SENATE REPUBLICAN CONFERENCE

man's relation to man. This is the issue of this election. Whether we believe in our capacity for
self-government or whether we abandon the American revolution and confess that a little intellectual
elite in a far-distant capital can plan our lives for us better than we can plan them ourselves.

You and I are told increasingly that we have to choose between a left or right, but I would like to
suggest that there is no such thing as a left or right. There is only an up or down – up to a man's age-old
dream, the ultimate in individual freedom consistent with law and order – or down to the ant heap
totalitarianism, and regardless of their sincerity, their humanitarian motives, those who would trade our
freedom for security have embarked on this downward course.

In this vote-harvesting time, they use terms like the "Great Society," or as we were told a few days ago
by the President, we must accept a "greater government activity in the affairs of the people." But they
have been a little more explicit in the past and among themselves – and all of the things that I now will
quote have appeared in print. These are not Republican accusations. For example, they have voices that
say "the cold war will end through acceptance of a not undemocratic socialism." Another voice says that
the profit motive has become outmoded, it must be replaced by the incentives of the welfare state; or our
traditional system of individual freedom is incapable of solving the complex problems of the 20th
century. Senator Fullbright has said at Stanford University that the Constitution is outmoded. He
referred to the president as our moral teacher and our leader, and he said he is hobbled in his task by the
restrictions in power imposed on him by this antiquated document. He must be freed so that he can do
for us what he knows is best. And Senator Clark of Pennsylvania, another articulate spokesman, defines
liberalism as "meeting the material needs of the masses through the full power of centralized
government."

Well, I for one resent it when a representative of the people refers to you and me--the free man and
woman of this country – as "the masses." This is a term we haven't applied to ourselves in America. But
beyond that, "the full power of centralized government" – this was the very thing the Founding Fathers
sought to minimize. They knew that governments don't control things. A government can't control the
economy without controlling people. And they know when a government sets out to do that, it must use
force and coercion to achieve its purpose. They also knew, those Founding Fathers, that outside of its
legitimate functions, government does nothing as well or as economically as the private sector of the
economy.

Now, we have no better example of this than the government's involvement in the farm economy over
the last 30 years. Since 1955, the cost of this program has nearly doubled. One-fourth of farming in
America is responsible for 85% of the farm surplus. Three-fourths of farming is out on the free market
and has known a 21% increase in the per capita consumption of all its produce. You see, that one-fourth
of farming is regulated and controlled by the federal government. In the last three years we have spent
$43 in feed grain program for every bushel of corn we don't grow.

Senator Humphrey last week charged that Barry Goldwater as President would seek to eliminate
farmers. He should do his homework a little better, because he will find out that we have had a decline
of 5 million in the farm population under these government programs. He will also find that the
Democratic administration has sought to get from Congress an extension of the farm program to include
that three-fourths that is now free. He will find that they have also asked for the right to imprison
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farmers who wouldn't keep books as prescribed by the federal government. The Secretary of Agriculture
asked for the right to seize farms through condemnation and resell them to other individuals. And contained
in that same program was a provision that would have allowed the federal government to remove 2 million
farmers from the soil.

At the same time, there has been an increase in the Department of Agriculture employees. There is now one
for every 30 farms in the United States, and still they can't tell us how 66 shiploads of grain headed for
Austria disappeared without a trace and Billie Sol Estes never left shore.

Every responsible farmer and farm organization has repeatedly asked the government to free the farm
economy, but who are farmers to know what is best for them? The wheat farmers voted against a wheat
program. The government passed it anyway. Now the price of bread goes up; the price of wheat to the
farmer goes down.

Meanwhile, back in the city, under urban renewal the assault on freedom carries on. Private property rights
are so diluted that public interest is almost anything that a few government planners decide it should be. In a
program that takes for the needy and gives to the greedy, we see such spectacles as in Cleveland, Ohio, a
million-and-a-half-dollar building completed only three years ago must be destroyed to make way for what
government officials call a "more compatible use of the land." The President tells us he is now going to start
building public housing units in the thousands where heretofore we have only built them in the hundreds.
But FHA and the Veterans Administration tell us that they have 120,000 housing units they've taken back
through mortgage foreclosures. For three decades, we have sought to solve the problems of unemployment
through government planning, and the more the plans fail, the more the planners plan. The latest is the Area
Redevelopment Agency. They have just declared Rice County, Kansas, a depressed area. Rice County,
Kansas, has two hundred oil wells, and the 14,000 people there have over $30 million on deposit in
personal savings in their banks. When the government tells you you're depressed, lie down and be
depressed.

We have so many people who can't see a fat man standing beside a thin one without coming to the
conclusion that the fat man got that way by taking advantage of the thin one. So they are going to solve all
the problems of human misery through government and government planning. Well, now, if government
planning and welfare had the answer and they've had almost 30 years of it, shouldn't we expect government
to almost read the score to us once in a while? Shouldn't they be telling us about the decline each year in the
number of people needing help? The reduction in the need for public housing?

But the reverse is true. Each year the need grows greater, the program grows greater. We were told four
years ago that 17 million people went to bed hungry each night. Well, that was probably true. They were all
on a diet. But now we are told that 9.3 million families in this country are poverty-stricken on the basis of
earning less than $3,000 a year. Welfare spending is 10 times greater than in the dark depths of the
Depression. We are spending $45 billion on welfare. Now do a little arithmetic, and you will find that if we
divided the $45 billion up equally among those 9 million poor families, we would be able to give each
family $4,600 a year, and this added to their present income should eliminate poverty! Direct aid to the
poor, however, is running only about $600 per family. It would seem that someplace there must be some
overhead.
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So now we declare "war on poverty," or "you, too, can be a Bobby Baker!" Now, do they honestly expect
us to believe that if we add $1 billion to the $45 million we are spending...one more program to the 30-odd
we have – and remember, this new program doesn't replace any, it just duplicates existing programs – do
they believe that poverty is suddenly going to disappear by magic? Well, in all fairness I should explain
that there is one part of the new program that isn't duplicated. This is the youth feature. We are now going
to solve the dropout problem, juvenile delinquency, by reinstituting something like the old CCC camps,
and we are going to put our young people in camps, but again we do some arithmetic, and we find that we
are going to spend each year just on room and board for each young person that we help $4,700 a year! We
can send them to Harvard for $2,700! Don't get me wrong. I'm not suggesting that Harvard is the answer to
juvenile delinquency.

But seriously, what are we doing to those we seek to help? Not too long ago, a judge called me here in Los
Angeles. He told me of a young woman who had come before him for a divorce. She had six children, was
pregnant with her seventh. Under his questioning, she revealed her husband was a laborer earning $250 a
month. She wanted a divorce so that she could get an $80 raise. She is eligible for $330 a month in the Aid
to Dependent Children Program. She got the idea from two women in her neighborhood who had already
done that very thing.

Yet anytime you and I question the schemes of the do-gooders, we are denounced as being against their
humanitarian goals. They say we are always "against" things, never "for" anything. Well, the trouble with
our liberal friends is not that they are ignorant, but that they know so much that isn't so. We are for a
provision that destitution should not follow unemployment by reason of old age, and to that end we have
accepted Social Security as a step toward meeting the problem.

But we are against those entrusted with this program when they practice deception regarding its fiscal
shortcomings, when they charge that any criticism of the program means that we want to end payments to
those who depend on them for livelihood. They have called it insurance to us in a hundred million pieces
of literature. But then they appeared before the Supreme Court and they testified that it was a welfare
program. They only use the term "insurance" to sell it to the people. And they said Social Security dues are
a tax for the general use of the government, and the government has used that tax. There is no fund,
because Robert Byers, the actuarial head, appeared before a congressional committee and admitted that
Social Security as of this moment is $298 billion in the hole. But he said there should be no cause for
worry because as long as they have the power to tax, they could always take away from the people
whatever they needed to bail them out of trouble! And they are doing just that.

A young man, 21 years of age, working at an average salary...his Social Security contribution would, in the
open market, buy him an insurance policy that would guarantee $220 a month at age 65. The government
promises $127. He could live it up until he is 31 and then take out a policy that would pay more than
Social Security. Now, are we so lacking in business sense that we can't put this program on a sound basis
so that people who do require those payments will find that they can get them when they are due...that the
cupboard isn't bare? Barry Goldwater thinks we can.

At the same time, can't we introduce voluntary features that would permit a citizen who can do better on
his own to be excused upon presentation of evidence that he had made provisions for the non-earning
years? Should we allow a widow with children to work, and not lose the benefits supposedly paid for by
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her deceased husband? Shouldn't you and I be allowed to declare who our beneficiaries will be under these
programs, which we cannot do? I think we are for telling our senior citizens that no one in this country
should be denied medical care because of a lack of funds. But I think we are against forcing all citizens,
regardless of need, into a compulsory government program, especially when we have such examples, as
announced last week, when France admitted that their Medicare program was now bankrupt. They've
come to the end of the road.

In addition, was Barry Goldwater so irresponsible when he suggested that our government give up its
program of deliberate planned inflation so that when you do get your Social Security pension, a dollar will
buy a dollar's worth, and not 45 cents' worth?

I think we are for an international organization, where the nations of the world can seek peace. But I think
we are against subordinating American interests to an organization that has become so structurally
unsound that today you can muster a two-thirds vote on the floor of the General Assembly among the
nations that represent less than 10 percent of the world's population. I think we are against the hypocrisy of
assailing our allies because here and there they cling to a colony, while we engage in a conspiracy of
silence and never open our mouths about the millions of people enslaved in Soviet colonies in the satellite
nation.

I think we are for aiding our allies by sharing of our material blessings with those nations which share in
our fundamental beliefs, but we are against doling out money government to government, creating
bureaucracy, if not socialism, all over the world. We set out to help 19 countries. We are helping 107. We
spent $146 billion. With that money, we bought a $2 million yacht for Haile Selassie. We bought dress
suits for Greek undertakers, extra wives for Kenyan government officials. We bought a thousand TV sets
for a place where they have no electricity. In the last six years, 52 nations have bought $7 billion worth of
our gold, and all 52 are receiving foreign aid from this country.

No government ever voluntarily reduces itself in size. Government programs, once launched, never
disappear. Actually, a government bureau is the nearest thing to eternal life we'll ever see on this Earth.
Federal employees number 2.5 million, and federal, state, and local, one out of six of the nation's work
force is employed by the government. These proliferating bureaus with their thousands of regulations have
cost us many of our constitutional safeguards. How many of us realize that today federal agents can invade
a man's property without a warrant? They can impose a fine without a formal hearing, let alone a trial by
jury, and they can seize and sell his property in auction to enforce the payment of that fine. In Chico
County, Arkansas, James Wier overplanted his rice allotment. The government obtained a $17,000
judgment, and a U.S. marshal sold his 950-acre farm at auction. The government said it was necessary as a
warning to others to make the system work. Last February 19 at the University of Minnesota, Norman
Thomas, six-time candidate for President on the Socialist Party ticket, said, "If Barry Goldwater became
President, he would stop the advance of socialism in the United States." I think that's exactly what he will do.

As a former Democrat, I can tell you Norman Thomas isn't the only man who has drawn this parallel to
socialism with the present administration. Back in 1936, Mr. Democrat himself, Al Smith, the great
American, came before the American people and charged that the leadership of his party was taking the
part of Jefferson, Jackson, and Cleveland down the road under the banners of Marx, Lenin, and Stalin. And
he walked away from his party, and he never returned to the day he died, because to this day, the
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leadership of that party has been taking that party, that honorable party, down the road in the image of the
labor socialist party of England. Now it doesn't require expropriation or confiscation of private property or
business to impose socialism on a people. What does it mean whether you hold the deed or the title to your
business or property if the government holds the power of life and death over that business or property?
Such machinery already exists. The government can find some charge to bring against any concern it
chooses to prosecute. Every businessman has his own tale of harassment. Somewhere a perversion has
taken place. Our natural, inalienable rights are now considered to be a dispensation of government, and
freedom has never been so fragile, so close to slipping from our grasp as it is at this moment. Our
Democratic opponents seem unwilling to debate these issues. They want to make you and I believe that
this is a contest between two men...that we are to choose just between two personalities.

Well, what of this man that they would destroy? And in destroying, they would destroy that which he
represents, the ideas that you and I hold dear. Is he the brash and shallow and trigger-happy man they say
he is? Well, I have been privileged to know him "when." I knew him long before he ever dreamed of trying
for high office, and I can tell you personally I have never known a man in my life I believe so incapable of
doing a dishonest or dishonorable thing.

This is a man who in his own business, before he entered politics, instituted a profit-sharing plan, before
unions had ever thought of it. He put in health and medical insurance for all his employees. He took 50
percent of the profits before taxes and set up a retirement program, a pension plan for all his employees.
He sent checks for life to an employee who was ill and couldn't work. He provided nursing care for the
children of mothers who work in the stores. When Mexico was ravaged by floods from the Rio Grande, he
climbed in his airplane and flew medicine and supplies down there.

An ex-GI told me how he met him. It was the week before Christmas during the Korean War, and he was
at the Los Angeles airport trying to get a ride home to Arizona for Christmas, and he said that there were a
lot of servicemen there and no seats available on the planes. Then a voice came over the loudspeaker and
said, "Any men in uniform wanting a ride to Arizona, go to runway such-and-such," and they went down
there, and there was this fellow named Barry Goldwater sitting in his plane. Every day in the weeks before
Christmas, all day long, he would load up the plane, fly to Arizona, fly them to their homes, then fly back
over to get another load.

During the hectic split-second timing of a campaign, this is a man who took time out to sit beside an old
friend who was dying of cancer. His campaign managers were understandably impatient, but he said,
"There aren't many left who care what happens to her. I'd like her to know I care." This is a man who said
to his 19-year-old son, "There is no foundation like the rock of honesty and fairness, and when you begin
to build your life upon that rock, with the cement of the faith in God that you have, then you have a real
start." This is not a man who could carelessly send other people's sons to war. And that is the issue of this
campaign that makes all of the other problems I have discussed academic, unless we realize that we are in
a war that must be won.

Those who would trade our freedom for the soup kitchen of the welfare state have told us that they have a
utopian solution of peace without victory. They call their policy "accommodation." And they say if we
only avoid any direct confrontation with the enemy, he will forget his evil ways and learn to love us. All
who oppose them are indicted as warmongers. They say we offer simple answers to complex problems.
Well, perhaps there is a simple answer – not an easy answer – but simple.
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If you and I have the courage to tell our elected officials that we want our national policy based upon
what we know in our hearts is morally right. We cannot buy our security, our freedom from the threat of
the bomb by committing an immorality so great as saying to a billion now in slavery behind the Iron
Curtain, "Give up your dreams of freedom because to save our own skin, we are willing to make a deal
with your slave masters."

Alexander Hamilton said, "A nation which can prefer disgrace to danger is prepared for a master, and
deserves one." Let's set the record straight. There is no argument over the choice between peace and war,
but there is only one guaranteed way you can have peace – and you can have it in the next second –
surrender.

Admittedly there is a risk in any course we follow other than this, but every lesson in history tells us that
the greater risk lies in appeasement, and this is the specter our well-meaning liberal friends refuse to
face — that their policy of accommodation is appeasement, and it gives no choice between peace and
war, only between fight and surrender.

If we continue to accommodate, continue to back and retreat, eventually we have to face the final
demand — the ultimatum. And what then? When Nikita Khrushchev has told his people he knows what
our answer will be? He has told them that we are retreating under the pressure of the Cold War, and
someday when the time comes to deliver the ultimatum, our surrender will be voluntary because by that
time we will have weakened from within spiritually, morally, and economically. He believes this because
from our side he has heard voices pleading for "peace at any price" or "better Red than dead," or as one
commentator put it, he would rather "live on his knees than die on his feet." And therein lies the road to
war, because those voices don't speak for the rest of us. You and I know and do not believe that life is so
dear and peace so sweet as to be purchased at the price of chains and slavery. If nothing in life is worth
dying for, when did this begin – just in the face of this enemy? Or should Moses have told the children of
Israel to live in slavery under the pharaohs? Should Christ have refused the cross? Should the patriots at
Concord Bridge have thrown down their guns and refused to fire the shot heard 'round the world? The
martyrs of history were not fools, and our honored dead who gave their lives to stop the advance of the
Nazis didn't die in vain. Where, then, is the road to peace? Well, it's a simple answer after all.

You and I have the courage to say to our enemies, "There is a price we will not pay." There is a point
beyond which they must not advance. This is the meaning in the phrase of Barry Goldwater's "peace
through strength." Winston Churchill said that "the destiny of man is not measured by material
computation. When great forces are on the move in the world, we learn we are spirits – not animals." And
he said, "There is something going on in time and space, and beyond time and space, which, whether we
like it or not, spells duty."

You and I have a rendezvous with destiny. We will preserve for our children this, the last best hope of
man on Earth, or we will sentence them to take the last step into a thousand years of darkness.

We will keep in mind and remember that Barry Goldwater has faith in us. He has faith that you and I
have the ability and the dignity and the right to make our own decisions and determine our own destiny.

Thank you very much.


